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Ms. Nancy-Stephanie Stone 
9 Shepard St., 

Cambridge, Mass. 02138 

Dear Stephanie, 

Urlet 24 came today. x read it on arrival, respond in haste while some electrical 
repairs are being made. Pm deep in hundreds of FBI pages I’ve just received via FOIA. 

It is good news. It will work out. *ou are lucky to have the other profs interested© 
I’ll read the outline when I can heed it© 

I also agree that it should at least sound scholarly. The changes required for 
popular reading should be minor© Kedp it in mind as you wrie, though© 

Wish there v/ere a speaking engagement up there so we could sit and talk about this© 

1 can afford to travel only when there is a paid speech. 

Do not be misled by the supposedly new and not new Cuban stuff© *t is not relevant 
without a basis of relevance being established, ^t was not and there is no reason to 
even suspect ^astro involvement© Actually, all the so-called secrets of the Schweiker 
report are non-secrets. I’ve already ticked off the suppressed names in court, subject to 
DJ cross-examination. There was none© Nor is it true that the Commission was unaware, 
read the last 3 or 4 pages of the 1/22/64 ExSess transcript, as you will in time, in the 
appendix of Post Mortem 0 I think i l *anwaring and Brazier will have their minds blown by 
that one and l/27 in WW IV. 

You speak of a conservative comioiteee 0 B 0 not for a minute believe that this subject 
breaks down into parts of the political spectrum, ^t does not. Conservatives, meaning of 
political belief, hold views identical with liberals save for a hope that Oswald did it© 

No cahnce RFK suggested Dulles. I’ll talk about that when we are talking. Too much 
to write. *t was LBJ and his gang, though. Maybe Fortas. I’ve never asked him© 

% experiences with the Russians are like yours. this case they were terrified, 
not without cause, so they i,ere at least on the surface anxious to cooperate. was easy 
for them because LEO was not their guy. 

source material, say once-secret V/arren Co-mission executive session transcripts, 
relevant published and unplished Commission files, the records of litigation to pry them 
loose, and formerly secret and top-secret FBI and CIA records made available under FOIA© 
You con include published works but for your actual reading be careful at the beginning 
not to be influenced by the ripoff artsists, coramercializers, haters, etc. And nuts. 

If you have not read Schlesinger, 1000 Day,* suggest it. Es]ecially section on Cuban 
Revolutionary Council for background on the realities of that political situation© Also, 
later, some of E. Howard Hunt. I have extensive files that are relevant. Incident ly, I 
have the reports of some later presidential commissions. Suggest you get and read Rocke- 
feller commission. They I’ll let you read, copy if you like, whwt they suppressed© ^ have 
it from the, CIA in particular. These commissions are all alike© The do for the president 
what he can t do any other way, as I think you 1 11 come to agree© Wpuld th is truth fit 
your "administrative model” need? Bantam, by the way, published earlier commission reports© 
The GPO bookstore may have them, as your library should© I would not regard this chapter 
as no more than the need of the dissertation. I think a book needs what it should say© 

If you are asked to add to what you have said about the difference from other work, 

I suggest you say it will be broader in scope, deeper in examination, based on once- 
secret materials not available earlier and ith the benefit of the passing of time *nd 
what it tells and make3 comprehensible© There really is no other work in the field of 
which I know. Epstein’s was a popularization that began with an angle and lacks fidelity© 

I’ll be at U.Wisc© week 1l/9© If I have any questions after I read your outline 
I’ll ask Dave Wrone, £ho is an authentic professional scholar. Hope you mother is well© 

Best, 


